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appealed  to  our  good-will.    The  case of the United
States is within certain well-defined limits a strong one;
and had it been properly stated, it could not have failed
to   obtain   a  considerable  amount   of   sympathy   and
assent.    If, instead of denouncing the Clayton-Bulwer
Treaty on the avowed ground that it recognized British
rights in a matter which ought to be under exclusively
American control, Mr Elaine had approached us  in a
conciliatory manner, he might have attained all that was -
just in his end without difficulty or friction.    He should
have recognized loyally the obligation to come to  an
agreement with Great Britain and the other maritime
powers for the neutralization of the Panama Canal, and
should then have pointed out that the  United States
have grown so great since the treaty of 1850 was signed,
and their interests in the canal are so far superior to
those of any other power, that they ought to have a
preponderating voice  in   determining  the  rules  to be
adopted.    Such  a  position would have  been  impreg-
nable.    In   England  no  responsible  statesman  would
have felt even the inclination to attack it.    Though we
desire to see the Suez Canal neutralized, we claim to.
take the lead in all negotiations on the subject, because
our interests in it are far greater than those  of any
other power.    We should be the first to recognize that
the United States ought to occupy the same position
with regard to the Panama canal, because, important as
it is to all maritime states, it is more important to them
than to any of the others.    And there are ways in which
their interests could be safe-guarded in drawing up the
scheme of neutralization.    I  do not think they could
fairly claim to exclude from the passage in time of war
all armed vessels but their own and those of the terri-